can be stressed. Some focus the strictly musical aspects of how the sounds are organized, while others stress the social aspects of how their organizing is structured. In fact, both sounds and human beings (both musical and social factors) are possible and indeed necessary elements of any genre definition.
Another polarity concerns process versus structure. Some definitions stress historical tradition lines while others employ structural categories. Again, both diachronic and synchronic aspects should be relevant. Diachronic processes produce synchronous relations between elements, that in their turn get their meaning through interpretations relying on those historical processes.
A third polarity is between wide and narrow definitions. The wide definition outlined above is inclusive and imprecise. The narrow definition is strictly exclusive, and constructs rock as a definite tradition line with certain central actors and key works in a chain from early rock'n'roll over British beat to punk, Springsteen, Guns'n'Roses and grunge. All else is non-rock, or maybe semirock, living on the margins of true rock. This view is very important today, and it exists both within and outside of rock. But it is not the only one. Variations abound, and rock actually seems to be more of a family of genres than a homogeneous category.
The rock/pop-field is a contested continuum. Authenticity is frequently used to distinguish rock from pop, as rock ideologists defend the values of folk and/or art genuinity against commercial substitutes. Since the 1960s, a network of institutionalized voices (critics, journalists, writers, media people and producers) have asserted and administered the sincerity, legitimacy and hegemony of rock in opposition to the vulgarity of pop. Some critics of this rock establishment have on the other hand turned the same dichotomy upside-down while allegedly dismissing it, as they deride the authenticity illusions of the rock establishment and elevate the honest constructivity of the pop machinery. In both cases, authenticity is debated, but in different ways. To value the sincerety of artists, the social roots of the genre, or the bodily presence expressed or experienced in the particular performance, are some of the possible criteria.
There seems to be a continually regenerated need for such distinctions, resulting in an ongoing struggle in discourses on musical aesthetics. Still, I think it is impossible to uphold any clear dichotomy between rock and pop. The shifts of the meanings of these terms between countries and times bear witness of their ideological character. Rock/pop is a spectrum with a range of focal points in highly complex relations to each other as well as to other (super)genres of (more or less popular) music. The relevance of certain forms of authenticity arguments is a common feature. Rock/pop is basically a music conceived in and for a mass media context, with a group of electrified instruments, vocal song and lyrics, and identifiable artists with carefully constructed personae, images and cultural identities. There are important differences within the rock/pop-world, but there are also fundamental continuities.
Rock/pop thus contains an historically and institutionally anchored tension between rock (in the most narrow sense) and something else, like pop, rap, house or other sub-genre labels. Sometimes these other genres are accepted within rock, sometimes they are excluded. Rock is a 'supergenre' whose totality is not delimited to any specific subculture. Some of its subgenres are subculturally related (punk, heavy metal), others are much more diffuse. Sometimes these subgenres are separated in record catalogues, radio programmes or journal reviews. Sometimes rock/pop is instead treated as a unity, associated with modern youth culture (i.e. as cultural expressions of and/or for all young people, not only youth subcultures). A continuous definitional struggle is going on among the interpretive communities of listeners and musicians. As long as this struggle is not settled, it seems reasonable not to exclude any of the participants, but treat rock as an open and unfinished category.
Transformations
Since almost its very birth, rock has been haunted by judgements of its occured or imminent death. Fans of classics, folk music or jazz now and then hail the rumours of pop's allegedly diminishing sales figures or of young musicians' rising interest in their own respective genres. Young spokesmen of 'newer' subgenres like rap or house may also be heard rejoice at the death of the ageing parent-generation rock and claim the new hegemony of their own genre. Also, within the rock world itself, debates are sometimes carried out around the technological, economic, social and aesthetic changes that seem to threaten what rock used to be. Older purists despair of shallowness and shattered ideals, while more dynamic voices long for a deeper change.
With the millenium turn in sight, invitations to celebrate the death of rock have become a standard theme in the popular music discourse. There are certainly many historical changes that make such a celebration plausible. Simon
Frith mentions some of them:
In the last ten years or so the organization of popular music production and consumption has changed sufficiently to invalidate most of the assumptions on which rock culture rests. Commercial popular music no longer depends on the sale of records; it can no longer be understood in terms of a fixed sound object; it is no longer made in terms of a particular sort of audience, rebellious youth. In short, the rock system of music making no longer determines industry activity. 2 The transformations concern many different aspects and levels of music and music making. I will in turn overview some technical, economic, institutional, affective, social and aesthetic aspects.
Technologies, markets and institutions
One of music's 'external' conditions is the technology of instruments, studios, recording, distribution and media. Rock uses to circle around the electric guitar, the electric bass, the drum kit and the singer. Suddenly, synthesizers and computers have invaded the scene, and induced similar reactions to rock from its own camp as formerly from the jazz camp. If the authentic musicality of the saxophone was then contrasted to the brute machinery of the electric guitar, the same guitar has now come to symbolize the living authentic core of rock, in opposition to the technocratic artificiality of the synthesizer. In both cases, musical technology has been seen as a killing threat to authentic expressivity. This polarity has been well refuted by Simon , who has shown that technology is a prerequisite for authenticity, rather than its enemy. It is microphone techniques that have enabled us to listen intimately to artist voices.
And the interest in living performances has not diminished; in Sweden, a rising consumption of media music has been parallel to a likewise rising level of concert-going as well as of amateur music-making. 3 The single musical act and its star artist will not cease to fascinate. There will be changes in how musical creation is organized and mediated, and most certainly in the way it is commented and reflected in music journalism, but again, this seems more to affect the narrow rock genre than the wide one.
Another set of 'external' conditions to the music use of individuals and groups are produced by the twin systems of capitalist market and state institutions. Market economy mechanisms have continuously accelerated monopolization, concentration and centralization trends. Through strategies of 'narrowcasting' in phonogram industries and broadcasting media, these trends have lately broken the law of increasing standardization and homogenity (Burnett 1990 ). New, large media conglomerates operate in new forms of symbiosis with small, sectorialized units. This makes it hard to revitalize the clear polarity between dominating mainstream and subversive alternatives/indies that was earlier so predominant. As rock has lost its marginality and entered the main stream of late modern popular music, these market changes may be problematic.
But it has to be remembered that rock has never as a totality been rebellious, and that its centrality does not necessarily diminish the importance of its radical fringes. Like in other genres, among the increasingly differentiated plurality of subgenres in rock, new niches for subversion can always be reconstructed as the old ones are coopted. As for the economic effects of sampling, the fierce battles around copyright legislation show that here new technology is shaped by profit interests but at the same time threatens the private ownership rules that are the basis of capitalist commodity production. These effects are not specific to rock, but apply to all popular genres.
The other large system, the state and its political-bureaucratic institutions, There is also an increasing interdependence of the two systems, market and state. The days when state support was a weapon against commercialisation are gone. All these systemic changes have certainly changed the conditions of rock use, but it is too early to conclude that it has been destroyed. Instead, new alliances and oppositions are shaped, opening other possibilites for identity and resistance in music.
Subjectivities, communities and styles
There are also internal, subjective conditions for music use; individual desires produced by processes of socialization, care and education. The rise of rock has built upon certain new psychic structures, emphasizing narcissist desires through the self-mirrorings in peer groups, audiences and sound/beat-webs. Later developments have rather expanded than abolished these desires, as can be studied in the intense play with devotion and distance in house and techno music.
The history of rock passes through a series of phases of gendered identity forms, where the relationships between adolescent individuals and peer groups are continuously modified. In an early phase, oedipal rebellion against authoritarian father-figures was important, in the 1960s, the id/superego-conflict seemed to be surpassed by deeper narcissistic dilemmas related to the first formation of the ego and the self. Changing subjective need and desire structures have met changing aesthetic forms, related to the formation of a gendered personal identity.
Experiments with new gender roles and images will continue to be of great importance in future popular musics. But the fixed male peer group may be mobilized and partly dissolved into a floating cluster of differentiated relations.
This may be one reason for the looser artist constellations within some rap and house styles. But the small group collectivity does not lose its fascination just because it becomes more dynamic (more mobile and open groups) and differently composed (less male and misogynic).
These subjective conditions are closely connected to social aspects like intersubjective norms and group relations. Here, late modernity has accelerated the mobility, multiculturality, individualization and reflexivity of the modern epoch.
Individual and collective identities have been increasingly problematized through a higher differentiation and a self-mirroring in cultural texts and images. When normality becomes more diffuse and open, it is also more difficult to be deviant. recently began to flourish, and it is hard to foresee its future development.
Second, the particular openness of adolescence is not so easily dissolved -filled with intense learning, separation, individuation and identity work. I therefore doubt that young people will lose their centrality in the cultural field. It is simply not a product of conjunctural coincidences, but a structural effect of very basic socialization patterns and the continuing processes of modernization, none of which will disappear tomorrow. And the use values of rock for young people seem also to be reproduced. These can be summarized under three labels:
collective autonomy, alternative ideals and narcissistic enjoyment. The second type of use value concerns the alternative ideals rock offers its users, opening up the immediate context of parents, teachers and neighbours. As the normality/deviance polarity is becoming slightly blurred, the need for alternative ideals are rather increasing than diminishing. Instead of being grouped in a simple polarity, they form complex clusters. And basic social differences that fuel and direct this search for alternatives also persist. Gender roles and dominance patterns are changing, but far from disappearing, and the same can be said of class and ethnic differences.
Thirdly, rock offers many opportunities for narcissistic enjoyment, temporarily dissolving fixed ego-boundaries and touching deep, pre-verbal psychic levels of experience. This is effected by the power of volume, beat and sound, as well as by the intersubjective mirrorings within and between bands and audiences. Nothing implies that these desires are diminishing, it would be more reasonable to suggest that they are more and more general in the population of late modern societies.
On many levels then, the arguments about the conditions of rock do not come to any clear conclusion. New cultural forms may fill its functions and it must surely change, but no univocal evidence appear to prove that it has to die from vanishing external, internal or socio-cultural prerequisites. Some conditions are pretty stable, others have been radically transformed, but it seems hard to conclude that any necessary requirement is definitely being lost today.
A genre and its 'Others'
The future of rock may however not so much be a question of objective, subjective or intersubjective conditions. It would perhaps be more fruitful do study its discourses. Its future is influenced by developments in technology, economy, institutions, subjectivities, social norms and aesthetic styles, but is decided by the ways its meanings are negotiated by various discursive agents in the musical field.
Three of the contested borders of rock are towards the genres of pop, rap and house/techno. In all cases, some think of them as different from a more narrow definition of rock, while others include them in a wider rock/pop-field. None of these definitory issues are as yet resolved, but I want to make a proposal, as a stake in this struggle of interpretations.
The happy or sad statements of the death of rock seem to me to be based on a very narrow genre definition and to hide a certain essentialism. Genres are not fixed essences that can evaporate. They are dynamic sets of generic rules for the shaping of musical works, and as such they are continuously transformed, according to the contexts and conditions that frame them, and the interpretations they are given. If rock is not an essence living its own life, but a set of authorized rules for the construction of music, then how can it die, as opposed to develop and transform?
If what is called rock changes so much that no important structural essence binds new rock to its predecessors, then only an essentialist genre definition would claim rock to be dead. A more constructivist view would instead claim that a 'family likeness' -an historical continuity and a cluster of interrelated but varying elements -is enough. This would then be in line with the actual praxis in music discourses, but it implies a break with essentialist notions that seek a definite 'ethos' of rock. It is this constructivist genre definition that leads me to prefer the wide rock definition to the narrow one, and yet accept both as two interacting discursive labelings that together form the dynamics of the genre.
However, if the same genre developments instead lead its actors to leave the label 'rock' in exchange for another one, then rock might disappear, however little the sounding difference will be between the new pop and the old rock. Has that happened?
Historically, it is not the first time the death of rock is prophesized. When the pioneers of the 50s suddenly left the scene over to softer teenage pop idols and girl groups, many believed that rock'n'roll would only be a parenthesis in music history. Similar fears or hopes appeared when glam and disco seemed to have won the battle in the 70s. On both these occasions, disclaimers soon came, in the British beat wave and in punk/metal, respectively. And in both cases, as now in the years around 1990, it is interesting to note that it was an advance of 'feminine' and 'black' elements and subgenres that made the old rock defenders despair. Every time, the subsequent triumphant discourses of a recovery of rock was very often based on young white males recapturing the initiative, in spite of the fact that other voices were in reality strong even in the peak of these 'revivals'. seen as part of the same camp as rap and hiphop music, and there are parallels in the sampling techniques, rhythmic beats and generational settings. But in many ways house/techno is musically and aesthetically much further removed from the conventional rock/pop-field. Moore (1993:60) mentions that house music is not accepted by its fans as rock, which is supported by many interviews and articles from within this scene, while rap is much more ambiguous in this respect. Bloomfield (1991:77) 'Rock' is art. Madonna, in contrast, is 'pop' -juvenile, formulaic, artificial, shallow, self-centered, escapist fantasy, committed to making a profit. Madonna is a commodity produced by industry. Clearly, pushing Madonna to the bottom rungs of the pop cultural ladder makes a space at the top for pop music 'art.' Furthermore, despite the fact that Madonna is located in opposition to female singer-songwriters, it is Madonna and pop that are feminized.
[…] A number of music critics link Madonna, pop, and 'feminine' qualities (using adjectives like fluffy, coy, bubbly, etc.) to construct a transcoded version of the art versus mass culture distinction within the domain of popular music. (Schulze et al. 1993:18) Rock/pop is a genre-field of conflicting interpretations, related to age, gender, In a book about rappers as 'a generation of black rockers' (!), the following statement can be read:
Then again, rap is rock, after all, and rock has always been at least incidentally about pissing off the old folks. 'I've seen the future of rock and it sucks', sings Graham Parker on 'Love is a Burning Question ' (on Burning Questions, 1992) . This can be read as a general pessimistic rock-prophesy or a specific ironic reference to the famous statement about Bruce Springsteen as the incarnated future of rock. 12 A more optimistic interpretation might however say that rock will continue to attract interest, or that its sucking in of various new and non-orthodox tendencies is indeed what might be able to keep it alive into the next millenium. Its hegemony as youth music might be broken, but the present fragmented pop music field will probably not again give rise to one single heir to its throne, and neither will rock die just because it is not alone or has become reflexively aware of its history. beginnings. At the bottom, there is a fundamental human desire for narrativity, to understand life as a (hi)story, with a beginning, a climax and an end. 17 The metaphysical discourse of lost innocence, departed glory, a passed Golden Age, a vanished Eldorado -all this is not limited to the rock discourse, to the 1990s or to the already obsolete 'post-isms' (headed by postmodernism). It is instead a particularly stubborn tradition line through human history.
By our prophecies, we shape the millenium shift as a mega-event. It might therefore be strategically important to formulate self-reflective counter-visions, in spite of all doubts of their validity. I do not hope for any new uniformity or strict dichotomies. What I hope for is a growing space for differences and pluralities, for communication and creativity, for resistance against systemic demands and for as domination-free dialogues as possible. I look forward to musical currents that experiment with the potentials of modernity for self-reflection, dissolution of suppressing traditions, individualization of life choices and mobilization of identity, while at the same time resisting its negative risks for ecological collapse, social control, commercial cynicism and the broken conversations of cultural conflicts. Popular music can be predicted to find new ways of voicing oppression and injustice on many different frontiers, of which the age 24 and generational one will be of crucial importance in the face of the ways in which young people are hit by ecological, psychological, social and cultural problems in late modernity. The 21st century and our 3rd millenium will need broad and deep cultural dialogues where music can be an important means of communication across and underneath borders: between people and deep under the level of verbal discursivity. Here is a continuing mission for rock and its growing number of companions and competitors. The music of tomorrow -and future rock as a rich subfield within it -will hopefully be anti-, poly-and heterophonic! Only then will the words of Prince in 'The Future' (Batman, 1989) also have applied to rock:
I've seen the future and it will be I've seen the future and it works
In any case, the future is already working in and on the present -through our discourses on what will be.
